Abstract
Introduction
As the economy of Pacific Asia has grown faster than other regions in the last few decades, the countries in the region have also placed more emphasis on higher education, which has resulted in an enhancement of research output in both quantity and quality. Therefore, it is of interest to know how the research environment has changed and how information systems researchers in the region have performed recently.
In an effort toward this end, Communications of the Association for Information Systems (CAIS) published a special issue in 2007 to look at the IS academic discipline offered by universities in different countries including Australia (Gable, 2007b) , Hong Kong (Chau and Kuan, 2007) , Korea (Lee and Yoo, 2007) , New Zealand (Lehmann and Huff, 2007) , Singapore (Tan and Chan, 2007) , and Taiwan (Lee and Liang, 2007) . The results showed that the Pacific Asia region is playing an important role in the advancement of the knowledge of the international IS society. In a previous issue of Pacific Asia Journal of the Association for Information Systems (PAJAIS), Lin and Gregor (2009) examined the publication productivity of IS researchers in six elite IS journals: the "Basket of Six" proposed by the Association for Information Systems. The results showed that authors in the region have been under-represented in the sampled journals.
In addition to the Basket of Six journals, however, authors in the region also publish in two journals that are highly ranked: Decision Support Systems (DSS) and Information & Management (I&M). Therefore, it seems reasonable to examine the productivity of Pacific Asia authors in these two journals as well. In fact, Palvia, Pinjani, and Sibley (2007) found in a recent survey that eight Pacific Asia universities appeared in the top 24 universities based on the number of papers published in I&M in the period 1992 to 2005.
Twelve Pacific Asia authors were ranked in the top 33 in the same period, which is higher than 30% of the prolific authors.
The purpose of this paper is to examine the productivity of Pacific Asia scholars in DSS and I&M in the period from 2003 to 2007 to supplement the findings of Lin and Gregor (2009) in order to provide a more complete profile of research productivity in this region. The main reasons for selecting these two journals were because of their long history in publishing IS research papers and their relatively high impact factors. They have also been included in the evaluation of researcher productivity and journal quality in many previous studies (e.g., Hardgrave and Walstrom, 1997; Holsapple et al., 1993; Huang and Hsu, 2005; Mylonopolous and Theoharakis, 2001; Walstrom et al., 1995) . Therefore, the productivity information of these two journals is useful in providing a better profile of Pacific Asia research.
IS Publication Productivity and Journal Selection

IS publication productivity
Two approaches are commonly used for reporting authors' and institutions' productivities (Im et al., 1998; Lowry et al., 2007) . One is the normal count which means that authors receive a full score for any published paper regardless of their participation. The other is the adjusted count. Authors' scores are calculated on the value of 1 divided by the number of authors in the article (Chua et al., 2003; Lin and Gregor, 2009) . When counting the institutions' productivity, the calculation approach is similar. The citation score for a particular university is aggregated by the scores of the authors who are associated with the university (Lowry et al., 2007) .
In addition to the calculation method, the selection of journals and analysis period is critically associated with the result of publication productivity. Recently, Lin and Gregor (2009) 
Journal Selection Criteria
Two major criteria were used to justify the selection of these two journals. First, these two journals are among the earlier journals in information systems and they have significantly contributed to the development of the subject in general. I&M started its publication in 1977 and DSS started it publication in 1985. Both have stayed as major publication outlets for over 20 years and many scholars have built their careers on them.
The second criterion was the popularity and quality perceived in the IS field. Although they are not generally ranked among the top three journals in the area, they are well-received by many schools as respectable journals. They have consistently enjoyed high respect over time and are ranked among the top ten, regardless of the rankings approach used (e.g., Lowry et al., 2004, Peffers and Tang, 2003) . DSS was the top decision science journal and top economic journal in Lowry et al. (2004) . It is oriented toward design science research in the area and has published a large portion of design science papers in information systems. Since 2000, it has also expanded to electronic commerce and related areas publishing many highly cited papers.
I&M is also regarded as a highly respectable academic journal in IS research (Lowry et al., 2004; Peffers and Tang, 2003) . It started publication in 1977, the same year that MIS Quarterly was published, and has remained active for more than 30 years with a broad international readership and a significant diversity amongst its authors, reviewers, and research topics. Therefore, analyzing the author profile in I&M also enhances our understanding of IS research.
Both journals are popular in many surveybased journal rankings. For instance, without considering MIS Quarterly, Information Systems Research and Journal of MIS, DSS and I&M are ranked the first and second pure MIS journals (Rainer and Miller, 2005) , the third and first high-quality IS journals recognized by scholars (Peffers and Tang, 2003) , the second and fourth globally read journals in pure IS (Lowry et al., 2004) , and the fourth and sixth high-quality IS journals respectively (Lowry et al., 2004) . Moreover, the impact factors of DSS and I&M have been relatively high over the past five years. The 5-Year Impact factors are 1.725 for DSS and 2.756 for I&M in 2007. Therefore, it seems logical that scholars in the Pacific Asia region have interests in publishing their research findings in these journals.
Methods
In order to compare our research with existing studies, we used both normal and adjusted counts to assess research productivity. Any author whose name appeared on an article was given one mark when the normal count rule was applied, and was given an equally shared mark with other author(s) when counting the adjusted contribution.
All articles published in the period 2003 to 2007 in DSS and I&M were included in our initial analysis, a total of 911. We then used the article category in the Web of Science to remove editorial and errata items, which resulted in our total sample size for further analysis of 883. Table 1 shows the sample distribution information. As we can see in the table, DSS published more papers than I&M in the survey period (545 versus 338) and published more papers than any other IS journals in the same period. Each author was assigned to only one region. Most researchers had not moved from one region to another over the time period of the analysis. Those who had moved were assigned to the region with which they were associated as shown on the most recent publication, except for a few cases where the author may have spent a short period visiting another institution (e.g., visiting an European school during a sabbatical year). In this case, the author was classified according to his/her main affiliation.
For analyzing leading institutions, the score was based totally on the author's affiliation information as shown on the article. Most researchers were affiliated with only one institution. For authors showing two affiliations in one paper, the credit is split between them. In order to enhance the accuracy of our data coding, two of the authors followed the rules and procedures described above to calculate data separately. Their results were then compared. Any inconsistent coding was further examined by the third and fourth co-authors until a consensus was reached.
Findings and Discussions
Leading Researchers' Productivity across Regions
The collected data was used to analyze author and institutional productivity. First, we analyzed the distribution of authors in the three regions. The results show that researchers in Region 1 contributed more than half of the total papers published in these two journals, followed by Region 3 authors and Region 2 authors.
Regarding an individual author's contribution, 97 researchers have adjusted counts of over 1.0 (see Appendix 1). We may call them leading researchers. They have contributed 157.87 of the 883 papers, that is, 17.88% of the total publications. This also shows that these two journals cover a pretty broad authorship with no obvious dominating person or group. Table 3 presents the distribution of the 97 leading researchers in three regions. As we can see in Table 3 , the majority of the 97 researchers reside in Region 1, both journals showing a similar pattern. However, researchers in Region 2 are underrepresented in these two journals, for example, less than 20 of total publications and less than 6% of the leading researchers. There are 61 leading researchers (about 63%) in Region 1 (North and South America), thirtyone (about 32%) from Region 3 (Pacific Asia), but there are only 5 (less than 6%) in Region 2 (Europe and Africa). For authors in Region 1, only 3 are from Canada and the remaining 61 reside in the United States. This shows the outstanding contribution of scholars in the US toward IS development. Of the 5 leading scholars in Region 2, two each are based in the United Kingdom and Netherlands, and 1 from Belgium. The 31 authors in Region 3, 12 are from Taiwan, 8 from Hong Kong, 7 from Korea, 2 from Singapore, and 1 each from Australia and China.
The results indicate that although these two journals are non-Pacific-Asia based, the Pacific Asia researchers published almost one third of the papers in these two journals. Table 4 shows the names and affiliations of the 31 leading Region 3 researchers who scored more than 1.0 in terms of adjusted count. The highest one scored 4.00. None of them scored in the range of 3.00 to 3.99, but 11 researchers scored in the range of 2.00 to 2.99, and 19 in the range of 1.00 to 1.99.
Leading Researchers within Region 3
The researchers are mainly from six regions/countries. Twelve of them are from Taiwan, which represents 38.71% of the 31 leading researchers; 8 are from Hong Kong (25.81%), 7 are from Korea (22.58%); 2 are from Singapore (6.45%); and 1 each from Australia and China. Interestingly, the only researcher from China is ranked the highest. 
Leading Universities in Region 3
Based on the total number of adjusted counts for each institution, the top 30 institutions are shown in Table 6 , which includes 18, 1, and 11 institutions from Regions 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The University of Arizona is ranked top, followed by the Chinese University of Hong Kong. The only institution from Region 2 is Brunel University. Top ranked institutions in Region 3 are mainly from four regions/countries: Hong Kong (5), Taiwan (4), South Korea (1), and Singapore (1). This result shows that IS scholars in Taiwan and Hong Kong are the primary Region 3 contributors to these two journals in the period 2003-2007. 
Conclusion
We have conducted a study to examine the productivity of Pacific Asia researchers in the journals of DSS and I&M in order to have a better understanding of the IS research productivity in the Pacific Asia region. The results show that the Pacific Asia researchers provide notable contributions to the two journals. Almost one in every three leading authors who published papers in these two journals is from the Pacific Asia region. This finding is similar to the result of Palvia, Pinjani, and Sibley's (2007) and significantly different from the profile in the Basket of Six journals, There are two possible reasons for explaining this discrepancy.
First, Pacific Asia researchers prefer DSS and I&M as their publication outlets; second, the two journals are more friendly to Region 3 authors, such as having a stronger interest in research findings derived from data collected in the Pacific Asia region or research topics of interest to Region 3 authors.
For understanding the research profile in Region 3, therefore, DSS and I&M provide valuable information.
Overall, our findings imply that the contribution from the Pacific Asia region to the IS community can be seen in past publications of DSS and I&M, although neither journal is based in the Pacific Asia region. However, this study has several limitations. First, the study was based on two IS journals, which may not be a true representation of the overall profile of Pacific Asia authors. There are many other journals that publish articles from Pacific Asia, but are not included in the current study. Second, we only analyzed the papers published in the period 2003 to 2007. Some authors or institutions that may have published in these two journals outside the survey period are not shown in the findings. The rankings may change should the covered period change. Hence, our findings should be interpreted carefully when they are used. 
